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DETAILED ACTION 

The indicated allowability of claim 6 is withdrawn in view of the newly discovered 
reference(s) to Helmstetter et al. (USPN 6565452). Rejections based on the newly 
cited reference(s) follow. 

Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the plate-like face body 
extending the entire width of the head body in the vertical direction, as set forth in claim 
7, must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should 
be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
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the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. 

Claim 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 11-15, 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Satoh et al. (USPN 6179726) in view of Anderson et al. (USPN 
5255918) and Helmstetter et al. (USPN 6565452). 

Regarding claim 1 , Satoh et al. discloses an iron head for a golf club including a 
head body and a plate like body attached to the head body wherein the plate-like body 
face has a first through four peripheries arranged adjacent to the toe, heel, top, and sole 
portions of the head body respectively comprises a means for defining a cavity portion 
between the plate-like face body and a back part of the head body wherein the cavity 
portion being defined so as to extend in the head body from a first position adjacent to 
the toe portion to a second position adjacent to a heel end of the head body; the second 
position being remote from the secondary periphery in a direction toward the heel end of 
the head body; and the head body having a receipt portion provided for receiving a rear 
face portion of the plate-like face body adjacent to the second periphery wherein the 
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receipt portion has a length (See Figures 8-13). Satoh et al. does not disclose the 

material used to make the club head or the length of the receipt portions. Anderson et 

al. discloses an iron club head wherein the head body is made of metal and a plate-like 

portion made of a metal different from the head body (See Column 2, lines 25 through 

40). Anderson et al. also notes that the face and the body may be welded together. 

One having ordinary skill in art would have found it obvious to have the club head made 

a$ by An^yn & ^ 

of two different metals^in order to improve the strength of the club head. Helmstetter et 

al. discloses a club head having a head body and a plate-like face body wherein a 

plurality of tabs 47 constitute the receipt portion for receiving the plate-like face body 

(See Figure 7 and Column 8, lines 14 through 19). Clearly shown by Figure 7, the 

receipt portion has a length less than one fourth of the length of the periphery along the 

heel side of the club head. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it 

obvious to have the receipt portion of Satoh et al. to have a length of less than a fourth 

of the second periphery, as taught by Helmstetter et al., in order to assisting in welding 

the plate-like face body to the club head. 

Regarding claims 2, Limitation refers to how the plate is formed. The limitation 

"rolled" plate will not be giving any patentable weight being that the limitation is moreso 

directed to the process in which the plate has been made. Furthermore, Anderson et al. 

discloses that the forged plate-like body has high strength in which the applicant is 

trying to achieve with the plate being rolled. Anderson et al. achieves the same goal as 

that desired by the applicant by rolling, therefore, it is submitted that Anderson et al. 

meet the process in which the plate-like body is made (See MPEP 2113). 
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Regarding claim 4, Limitation refers to how the plate is formed. The limitation 
"using laser welding" will not be giving any patentable weight being that the limitation is 
moreso directed to the process in which the plate is attached to the head body. 
Furthermore, Anderson et al. discloses that the forged plate-like body is welded to the 
head body. Anderson et al. achieves the same goal as that desired by the applicant by 
laser beam, which is to attach the plate-like body to the heady body; therefore, it is 
submitted that Anderson et al. meet the process in which the plate-like body is attached 
(SeeMPEP2113). 

Regarding claim 5, Satoh et al. inherently discloses the periphery of the plate-like 
face body on the heel side being located to be in no contact with a ball when the ball 
comes into contact with a specified portion of the club head. Wherein the portion 
extends between the surface of a face part and the surface of the hell part of the club 
head being that the golf ball is theoretically hit at the sweet spot of the club head which 
is at the center of the plate-like body. 

Regarding claim 6, Helmstetter et al. discloses the cavity extending between a 
rear face of the plate-like body and a back part of the head body, wherein the shaft 
receipt portion is formed according to U.S. Patent 6352482, in which shows the hosel 
having a open top and bottom. Also Helmstetter et al. discloses that the hosel does not 
engage the bottom heel part of the club head, thereby, implying that the hosel is in fluid 
communication with the cavity. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to have the hosel of the above construction, as taught by Helmstetter et al., in 
order to improve the compliance (flexing) of the plate-like face body. 
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Regarding claim 7, Applicant does not disclose why it is critical, in order attain 
the invention, for the plate-like face body to extend over the entire width of the head 
body vertically. Satoh et al., Anderson, et al., and Helmstetter et al. all discloses plate- 
like face body extending a distance across the width of the club head vertically. The 
combination all teach an area in which the ball is struck which is defined by the plate- 
like face body. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found the extension of 
the plat-like face body to be an obvious matter of design choice being that Satoh et al., 
Anderson, et al., and Helmstetter et al. would perform equally as well being that it 
creates an flexing area wherein the ball may be struck at. 

Regarding claim 8, Satoh et al. and Anderson et al. both show the thickness of 
the heel part of the head body at its portion confronting an end face of the periphery of 
the plate-like face body being larger than that of the face (See Drawings). 

Regarding claims 11,19, and 20, Satoh et al. discloses an iron head for a golf 
club including a head body and a plate like body attached to the head body wherein the 
plate-like body face has a first through four peripheries arranged adjacent to the toe, 
heel, top, and sole portions of the head body respectively comprises a means for 
defining a cavity portion between the plate-like face body and a back part of the head 
body wherein the cavity portion being defined so as to extend in the head body from a 
first position adjacent to the toe portion to a second position adjacent to a heel end of 
the head body; the second position being remote from the secondary periphery in a 
direction toward the heel end of the head body; and the head body having a receipt 
portion provided for receiving a rear face portion of the plate-like face body adjacent to 
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the second periphery wherein the receipt portion has a length (See Figures 8-13). 
Satoh et al. does not disclose the material used to make the club head or the length of 
the receipt portions. Anderson et al. discloses an iron club head wherein the head body 
is made of metal and a plate-like portion made of a metal different from the head body 
(See Column 2, lines 25 through 40). Anderson et al. also notes that the face and the 
body may be welded together. One having ordinary skill in art would have found it 
obvious to have the club head made of two different metals in order to improve the 
strength of the club head. Helmstetter et al. discloses a club head having a head body 
and a plate-like face body wherein a plurality of tabs 47 constitute the receipt portion for 
receiving the plate-like face body (See Figure 7 and Column 8, lines 14 through 19). 
Clearly shown by Figure 7, the receipt portion has a length less than one fourth of the 
length of the periphery along the heel side of the club head. One having ordinary skill in 
the art would have found it obvious to have the receipt portion of Satoh et al. to have a 
length of less than a fourth of the second periphery, as taught by Helmstetter et al., in 
order to assisting in welding the plate-like face body to the club head. Helmstetter et al. 
discloses the cavity extending between a rear face of the plate-like body and a back 
part of the head body, wherein the shaft receipt portion is formed according to U.S. 
Patent 6352482, in which shows the hosel having a open top and bottom. Also 
Helmstetter et al. discloses that the hosel does not engage the bottom heel part of the 
club head, thereby, implying that the hosel is in fluid communication with the cavity. 
One having ordinary skill in the artwould have found it obvious to have the hosel of the 
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above construction, as taught by Helmstetter et al., in order to improve the compliace 
(flexing) of the plate-like face body. 

Regarding claim 12, Limitation refers to how the plate is formed. The limitation 
"rolled" plate will not be giving any patentable weight being that the limitation is moreso 
directed to the process in which the plate has been made. Furthermore, Anderson et al. 
discloses that the forged plate-like body has high strength in which the applicant is 
trying to achieve with the plate being rolled. Anderson et al. achieves the same goal as 
that desired by the applicant by rolling, therefore, it is submitted that Anderson et al. 
meet the process in which the plate-like body is made (See MPEP 21 13). 

Regarding claim 14, Limitation refers to how the plate is formed. The limitation 
"using laser welding" will not be giving any patentable weight being that the limitation is 
moreso directed to the process in which the plate is attached to the head body. 
Furthermore, Anderson et al. discloses that the forged plate-like body is welded to the 
head body. Anderson et al. achieves the same goal as that desired by the applicant by 
laser beam, which is to attach the plate-like body to the heady body; therefore, it is 
submitted that Anderson et al. meet the process in which the plate-like body is attached 
(See MPEP 21 13). 

Regarding claim 15, Satoh et al. inherently discloses the periphery of the plate- 
like face body on the heel side being located to be in no contact with a ball when the 
ball comes into contact with a specified portion of the club head. Wherein the portion 
extends between the surface of a face part and the surface of the hell part of the club 
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head being that the golf ball is theoretically hit at the sweet spot of the club head which 
is at the center of the plate-like body. 

Regarding claim 16, Applicant does not disclose why it is critical, in order attain 
the invention, for the plate-like face body to extend over the entire width of the head 
body vertically. Satoh et al., Anderson, et al., and Helmstetter et al. all discloses plate- 
like face body extending a distance across the width of the club head vertically. The 
combination all teach an area in which the ball is struck which is defined by the plate- 
like face body. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found the extension of 
the plat-like face body to be an obvious matter of design choice being that Satoh et al., 
Anderson, et al., and Helmstetter et al. would perform equally as well being that it 
creates an flexing area wherein the ball may be struck at. 

Regarding claim 17, Satoh et al. and Anderson et al. both show the thickness of 
the heel part of the head body at its portion confronting an end face of the periphery of 
the plate-like face body being larger than that of the face (See Drawings). 

Claims 3 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Satoh et al. (USPN 6179726) in view of Anderson et al. (USPN 5255918) and 
Helmstetter et al. (USPN 6565452) further in view of O'Doherty (USPN 6383090). 

Regarding claims 3 and 16, Satoh et al. in view of Anderson et al. and 
Helmstetter et al., and moreso in particular Anderson et al., does not disclose the face 
plate made of maraging steel. O'Doherty discloses maraging steel being desirable as a 
plate-like face body in order to avoid impact absorption (See Brief Description of the 
Invention). One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to use 
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maraging steel as a plat-like face body, as taught by O'Doherty et al., in order to avoid 
impact absorption. 

Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Satoh et al. (USPN 6179726) in view of Anderson et al. (USPN 5255918) and 
Helmstetter et al. (USPN 6565452) further in view of O'Doherty et al. (USPN 6383090) 
as shown above, in view of Campau (USPN 4398965). 

Regarding claim 9, Satoh et al., Anderson et al., Helmstetter et al., and 
O'Doherty et al. discloses the plate-like face body made of maraging steel and the head 
body made of a stainless steel, but does not disclose the type of stainless steel. 
Campau disclose an iron golf club head a head body made of 1 7-4 stainless steel (See 
Columns 3 and 4). Campau also notes that the material is common used within the art 
for casting irons. One having ordinary skill in the ad would have found it obvious to have 
the head body made of 17-4 stainless steel, as taught by Campau, because of its 
availability within the ad. It is also submitted that 17-4 stainless steel inherently contains 
17% chromium, 4% nickel, 4% copper, and 1 % niobium. 

Regarding claim 10, Anderson et al. inherently discloses the thickness of the 
portion of the heel part being at least 0.2mm larger than that of the plate-like face body 
being that a tolerance would exist to allow for the welding of the plate-like body to the 
head body. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 


Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alvin A. Hunter whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
441 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:30AM 
to 4:00PM Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Greg Vidovich, can be reached on 571-272-4415. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Alvin A. Hunter, Jr. 


EUGENE KIM 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 


